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RS  431  -  1(2)7  FAIRFIELD  -  POWER 

FINAL  SECTION  4(f)  EVALUATION 
I .    Proposed  Action, 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT  -  formerly  the  Mon- 
tana Department  of  Highways/MDOH)  proposes  to  reconstruct  7.1± 
miles  of  the  present  Montana  Secondary  highway  (FAS)  431  route  be- 
tween Fairfield  and  Power.  This  project  is  located  in  the  Green- 
fields Bench  area  between  its  Second  and  Third  Bench  beginning  1± 
mile  easterly  of  the  Greenfields  school.  This  route  is  locally 
designated  as  the  "Second  Road  North",  and  proceeds  northerly  3± 
miles  on  the  "Seventh  Lane"  to  the  "Fifth  Road  North".  The  easter- 
ly end  of  this  proposed  project  is  1±  mile  easterly  of  the  "Tenth 
Lane's"  intersection  with  the  "Fifth  Road  North". 

This  proposed  project  is  located  in  the  southeast  corner  of,  and  is 
entirely  within  Teton  County.  The  project  begins  at  FAS  431  Mile- 
post  (MP.)  6.9±,  approximately  10.5  miles  east  of  Fairfield,  and 
ends  at  MP.  14. 0±  which  is  approximately  3  miles  southwesterly  of 
Power.  The  terrain  along  the  proposed  and  existing  route  is  gener- 
ally flat  with  one  5%±  grade  descending  northerly  near  MP.  7.8±. 

Figure  #1  shows  the  proposed  project's  location  on  a  portion  of  the 
official  Montana  Highway  Map,  and  Figure  #2  shows  the  location  on 
a  portion  of  the  Teton  County  roads  map.  Figure  #3  shows  the  four 
alternate  route  locations  for  this  proposed  project. 

This  proposed  project  includes  a  new  vertical  alignment,  realign- 
ment of  two  90®  corners  to  4°45'  curves  w/spiral  approaches,  and  a 
28'  wide  paved  surface.  There  will  be  new,  or  additional  Right-of- 
Way  with  relocations  of  irrigation  facilities  and  one  structure. 
Culverts  will  be  extended  or  replaced,  and  new  horizontal  align- 
ments for  the  intersections  in  the  two  4°45'  curves.  There  are  no 
bridges  or  stockpasses  on  this  portion  of  FAS  431. 

The  present  route  was  constructed  by  Teton  County  as  part  of  the 
Greenfields  -  Sun  River  Irrigation  Project  in  the  mid-1930's.  The 
existing  22-foot  wide  surface  is  gravel  within  the  limits  of  this 
proposed  project.  This  present  route's  horizontal  alignment  (at 
the  two  90®  corners)  and  width  does  not  meet  the  current  Secondary 
highway  design  standards. 

This  proposed  project  will  provide  a  wider,  paved  surface,  and  will 
link  the  previously  paved  sections  of  FAS  431  between  Interstate 
(FAI)  15  1±  mile  easterly  of  Power  and  U.S.  Highway  89  (FAP  3)  3± 
miles  easterly  of  Fairfield.  This  proposed  action  has  been  desig- 
nated as  Teton  County's  first  priority  Secondary  Highway  project. 
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I.  Proposed  Action,  (conclusion:) 

An  Accident  Analysis  of  this  portion  of  FAS  431  was  performed  by 
the  MDT  Preconstruction  Bureau's  Safety  Management  Section.  The 
results  of  this  Analysis  which  covers  the  period  between  January  1, 
1981,  and  December  31,  1990  are  as  follows: 

Statewide  Proposed 

Average  Project's 

(Secondary  Routes) Area 

Accident  Rate  (all  vehicles)         1.84  2.02 

Severity  Rate  (all  vehicles)  1.56  1.50 

This  portion  of  FAS  431  did  not  exhibit  any  substantial  variations 
fror  :he  statewide  accident  and  severity  rate  averages  (for  Secon- 
dar\  -outes) .  However,  two-thirds  (66.7%)  of  the  total  accidents 
reported  on  this  portion  of  the  route  involved  vehicles  striking  a 
fixed  object  (fences,  power  poles,  or  ditch  slopes) .  These  situa- 
tions are  related  to  the  narrow  width  of  the  existing  roadway.  This 
proposed  project  will  provide  both  a  wider  surface,  and  relocate  or 
remove  all  objects  within  the  "clear-zone"  of  the  new  roadway.  The 
current  "clear  zone"  standard  width  for  Secondary  routes  with  a  60 
MPH  design  speed  is  50  feet  from  centerline. 

Also  one  of  the  accidents  involving  these  fixed  objects  occured  at 
the  intersection  of  "Seventh  Lane"  (the  present  FAS  431  route)  and 
"Fourth  Road  North".  This  is  at  MP.  9.0±,  which  is  between  two  of 
the  Section  4(f)  sites  described  under  Section  II.,  following.  This 
particular  accident  listed  obscured  vision  due  to  trees  and  a  hedge 
as  the  contributing  circumstance.  This  Section  4 (f )  Evaluation  on 
this  proposed  project  is  due  to  the  effect  of  removing  such  objects 
from  Che  "clear  zone".  This  proposed  project  wi^^l  also  improve 
visi-  -lity  in  these  areas  which  include  intersections  with  County 
roads  and  access  roads  to  private  property. 

II.  Section  4ff)  Property 

Three  sites  along  the  proposed  project's  route  have  been  identified 
as  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Pla- 
ces (NRHP)  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act.  These  are  all  farmhouses,  two  constructed  c.1932,  and  a  third 
originally  built  in  1917.  These  sites  include  trees  planted  as 
"shelterbelts"  from  wind  and  snowdrifts  planted  between  the  time  of 
the  farmhouse's  construction  and  c.l940.  These  three  sites  are 
identified  as  follows:  Pearson  House  (24  TT  186  -  FAS  431  MP. 
7.8±);  Foreman  House  (24  TT  189  -  FAS  431  MP.  9.8±);  and  the 
Grasdcck  Farm  (24  TT  190  -  FAS  431  MP.  11. 1±). 
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II.   Section  4ff)  Property  (continued:) 

The  methodology  used  in  determining  this  eligibility  included  re- 
questing a  file  search  from  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
(SHPO) ,  and  the  Government  Land  Office  (GLO)  prior  to  performing  a 
field  survey.  The  GLO's  tract  books  at  the  Montana  Historical  So- 
ciety's Library  were  checked  for  patent  information  on  the  proper- 
ties adjacent  to  this  proposed  project.  The  Teton  County  Clerk  & 
Recorder's  Office  files  were  also  investigated  for  site  ownerships 
and  building  dates. 

Historic  sites  throughout  the  proposed  project's  area  were  re- 
corded, this  includes  both  along  the  existing  FAS  431  route,  and 
the  three  alternate  routes  along  County  roads  (see  Section  IV. 
Avoidance  Alternatives,  following,  for  a  description  of  these  and 
Figure  3-A. ,  preceding,  for  their  locations) . 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  proposed  project's  removal  of  some 
of  the  trees  in  the  "shelterbelts"  will  have  an  adverse  impact  on 
the  NRHP  eligibility  of  the  three  sites  described  previously. 
Therefore  this  action  required  an  Evaluation  under  Section  4(f)  of 
the  1966  U.S.  Dept.  of  Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C.  303  -  2  3  CFR 
771. 135) .  These  three  sites  are  identified  on  Figure  3.;  and 
individually  shown  on  Figure  4  (Pearson  House) ,  Figure  5  (Foreman 
House) ,  and  Figure  6  (Grasdock  Farm) i    respectively. 

II. A   Size  of  Section  4(f)  Properties 

Section  4  (f )  Site FAS  431  MilePost   Approximate  Size   (acres) 

Pearson  House 
Foreman  House 
Grasdock  Farm 

II. B  Ownership  of  Section  4(f)  Properties 

The  Pearson  House  site  is  currently  owned  by  Gary  M.  Mayer  of 
Fairfield.  The  Foreman  House  site  is  currently  part  of  the  pro- 
perty owned  by  Donald  J.  &  Evelyn  N.  Burditt  of  Great  Falls.  The 
Grasdock  Farm  is  owned  by  Orville  &  Vera  N.  Grasdock  of  Big  Sandy. 

II. C   Function  of  Section  4(f)  Properties 

All  three  sites  were  farms  built  as  part  of  agricultural  develop- 
ment and  expansion  in  the  Fairfield  Bench  area.  These  include 
residences  and  associated  barns  and  outbuildings.  The  Pearson 
House  site  is  abandoned.  The  Foreman  House  and  Grasdock  Farm  are 
occupied  by  their  owners  during  the  summer  and  occasionally  on 
weekends  the  rest  of  the  year. 
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II. D  Description  of  existing  facilities  on  Section  4(f)  Properties 

The  Pearson  House  site  includes  nine  (9)  buildings  along  with  the 
residence.  These  were  constructed  between  c.1932  and  c.1970.  The 
shelterbelt  area  trees  being  impacted  were  planted  c.1940  -  c.1944. 

The  Foreman  House  site  has  five  (5)  buildings,  including  the  resi- 
dence, constructed  between  c.1932  and  c.1977.  The  shelterbelt 
trees  being  impacted  by  the  proposed  project  were  planted  c.1932. 

The  Grasdock  Farm  site  includes  the  house  and  a  second  structure 
built  C.1917.  A  steel  building  was  added  c.1985  and  will  be  relo- 
cated for  the  proposed  project.  The  trees  in  the  affected  area  of 
the  shelterbelt  were  planted  c.1940  -  c.1942. 

II. E  Access  to,  and  use  of  Section  4(f)  Properties 

All  three  sites  are  adjacent  to,  and  have  access  from  the  present 
(and  proposed)  FAS  431  route  by  way  of  driveways  through  gates  in 
the  existing  Right-of-Way  fences.  All  sites  are  privately  owned  as 
described  in  part  II. B,  and  not  normally  open  to  the  public. 

The  Pearson  House  site  is  no  longer  in  use,  and  is  essentially 
abandoned.  The  other  two  sites  have  seasonal  and  weekend  use  by 
their  owners  as  described  under  part  II. C,  previous. 

II. F  Relationship  to  similar  Section  4(f)  Sites  in  the  area 

One  other  NRHP-eligible  site  was  located  along  the  proposed  pro- 
ject's route.  This  is  identified  as  the  Rindal  Homestead  (24  TT 
191)  along  the  southerly  side  of  the  present  (and  proposed)  FAS  431 
route  near  MP.  11. 6±.  This  site  may  lose  one  cottonwood  tree  in 
its  shelterbelt.  The  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  has 
concurred  that  this  will  not  result  in  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
NRHP  eligibility  of  the  site. 

The  irrigation  systems  paralleling  or  crossing  the  existing  FAS  431 
were  not  evaluated  for  NRHP-eligibility  in  compliance  with  the  Pro- 
grammatic Memorandum  of  Agreement  (PMoA)  between  the  former  Montana 
Department  of  Highways  (MDOH) ,  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  (ACHP) ,  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) ,  and 
SHPO  approved  on  March  18,  1991.  This  PMoA  exempts  historic  irri- 
gation ditches  from  the  Section  106  process.  The  PMoA  reguired  an 
approved-format  record  for  all  historic  irrigation  ditches.  This 
record  has  been  submitted  to  SHPO. 

The  cultural  resources  survey  identified  a  total  of  twelve  (12) 
additional  Section  4(f)  significant  sites  along  other  county  roads 
in  this  area.  These  are  shown  on  Figure  #3-A  along  with  the  three 
other  Alternate  routes  (which  are  described  under  Part  IV. 
Avoidance  Alternatives,  following)  adjacent  to  each. 
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Table  I.  shows  each 
eligible  sites. 


Alternate  route  with  their  effects  on  all  NRHP- 
Table  I. 


NRHP 
Site  Name 

NRHP 
Site  # 

#1 

Affected 

#2 

by  Alternate: 

#3 

#4 

Pearson  House 

24 

TT 

186 

YES 

no 

no 

no 

Foreman  House 

24 

TT 

189 

YES 

no 

no 

no 

Grasdock  Farm 

24 

TT 

190 

YES 

YES 

no 

no 

Rindal  Farmstead 

24 

TT 

191 

YES 

YES 

no 

no 

Kummer  Place 

24 

TT 

211 

no 

yes 

yes 

yes 

E.  Knight  Farm 

24 

TT 

213 

no 

yes 

no 

no 

Hadley  Farm 

24 

TT 

214 

no 

yes 

no 

no 

G.  Grasdock  Farm 

24 

TT 

215 

no 

yes 

no 

no 

Hager  Farm 

24 

TT 

217 

no 

no 

yes 

no 

Beerman  Farm 

24 

TT 

218 

no 

no 

yes 

no 

Stengrimson  Farm 

24 

TT 

219 

no 

no 

yes 

no 

J.  Knight  Place 

24 

TT 

221 

no 

no 

yes 

no 

Burgmaier  Farm 

24 

TT 

222 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

Brunner  Place 

24 

TT 

223 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

Richards  Place 

24 

TT 

225 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

Schultz  Place 

24 

TT 

226 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

The  first  four  sites  listed  in  Table  I  (Pearson,  Foreman,  Grasdock 
and  Rindal)  have  been  determined  eligible  for  the  NRHP.  The  SHPO 
concurred  in  this  eligibility  in  their  letter  of  May  9,  1990.  The 
remaining  twelve  sites  listed  in  Table  I  have  been  determined 
significant  properties  for  purposes  of  Section  4(f)  based  on  their 
similarities  to  the  four  eligible  NRHP  properties  located  on 
proposed  Alternate  #1.  SHPO,  in  their  letter  of  January  29,  1992, 
chose  not  to  exercise  their  opportunity  to  comment  under  4(f)  49 
U.S.C.  303  on  the  eligibility  of  these  twelve  sites. 

II. G  Applicable  clauses  of  ownership  of  Section  4(f)  Properties 

The  Pearson  House  is  owned  by  Gary  Mayer  through  a  Warranty  Deed  to 
his  parents  (Mathias  P.  &  Wilma  G.  Mayer,  also  of  Fairfield) .  The 
Foreman  House  property  is  held  under  two  Warranty  Deeds  from  the 
Foreman  estate  to  the  Burditts,  and  the  Grasdock  Farm  is  also  under 
a  Warranty  Deed.  All  deeds  to  property  in  this  area  were 
o   ginally  issued  by  the  Greenfields  Irrigation  District. 
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II. H  Unusual  characteristics  of  the  Section  4(f)  Properties 

There  are  no  unusual  characteristics  regarding  ownership,  liens,  or 
geology/engineering  of  these  three  sites.  All  property  owners 
concerned  are  able  to  negotiate  agreements  with  MDT  concerning  the 
Right-of-Way  necessary  for  the  proposed  project. 

The  first  two  sites  are  all  adjacent  to  tangent  sections  of  the 
proposed  FAS  431  route.  The  Grasdock  Farm  site  has  a  0°15'  curve 
bordering  the  northwesterly  corner  -  all  sites  are  in  flat  terrain. 

III.  Impacts  on  the  Section  4(f)  Properties 

There  were  no  impacts  from  the  "no-build"  alternative.  However, 
the  trees  (which  are  all  cottonwoods)  are  in  an  advanced  state  of 
decline  from  age  and  stress  due  to  poor  climate/soil  conditions. 
It  is  entirely  likely  that  these  trees  will  be  removed  by  their 
owners  within  the  next  ten  years.  Deteriorating  trees  pose  hazards 
from  falling  limbs  to  both  the  property  owners,  and  a  paralleling 
overhead  power  line. 

An  "overlay-only"  Alternative  would  also  require  the  trees  to  be 
removed  outside  of  the  "clear  zone".  This  still  would  have  resul- 
ted in  an  adverse  effect  on  these  NRHP-eligible  sites.  Therefore, 
a  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  would  still  have  been  necessary. 

Avoidance  alternatives  would  have  required  extensive  relocations  of 
paralleling  irrigation  canals  and  related  hydraulic  features  (head- 
gates,  diversion  structures,  etc.).  Shifting  the  proposed  align- 
ment away  from  these  three  sites  to  avoid  removal  of  the  trees  also 
would  have  resulted  in  more  farmland  being  converted  for  the  propo- 
sed alternate's  Right-of-Way  and  paralleling  irrigation  systems. 

All  three  sites  are  within  h±  mile  of  existing  (non-NRHP-eligible) 
structures  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  present  FAS  431  route.  These 
are  residences  which  would  have  lost  frontage  to  the  shifted  align- 
ment, and  relocation  would  have  been  required.  As  no  residential 
relocations  are  required  for  the  proposed  alternate,  these  would 
have  increased  the  cost  of  the  project.  Social  impacts  would  also 
have  resulted  from  these  relocations. 

The  proposed  alternative's  impacts  are  the  least  of,  or  no  greater 
than  any  of  the  proposed  "build"  alternatives.  These  impacts  are 
confined  to  the  removal  of  trees  in  the  shelterbelts  within  the 
proposed  project's  "clear-zone"  limits.  As  these  trees  are  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  NRHP-eligible  sites,  their  removal  is  consi- 
dered as  having  an  adverse  impact  on  this  eligibility. 
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40'    X    325' 

(0.298) 

14.3% 

40'    X    630' 

(•0.579) 

15.4% 

50'    X    410' 

(0.471) 

23.3% 

The  impacts  on  these  three  sites  are  as  follows: 

Number  of 

Site Ci_) Trees  Removed    Area  Affected 

Pearson  House  (24  TT  186)  4  westerly  side 

Foreman  House  (24  TT  189)  12  northwesterly  side 

Grasdock  Farm  (24  TT  190)  5  northwesterly  side 

The  Pearson  House  site  also  will  have  a  row  of  caragana  bushes 
removed.  These  are  on  the  west  end  of  a  shelterbelt  paralleling 
the  northerly  side  of  the  site. 

The  approximate  areas  of  new  Right-of-Way  needed  for  each  of  these 
sites  is  as  follows: 

Proposed 

Site R-o-W  Area   (acres) Amount  of  Site 

Pearson  House  (24  TT  18  6) 
Foreman  House  (24  TT  18  9) 
Grasdock  Farm  (24  TT  190) 

The  most  obvious  impacts  will  be  to  the  visual  setting  of  these 
three  sites  caused  by  the  removal  of  the  trees  and  shrubbery. 
There  will  be  a  new  Right-of-Way  fence,  and  fill/shoulder  slopes 
after  the  proposed  construction  is  completed.  The  relocation  of 
the  steel  building  at  the  Grasdock  Farm  site  will  again  largely  be 
a  visual  impact.  The  building  is  used  for  equipment  storage,  and 
will  still  be  usable  for  same  following  its  relocation. 

The  land-use  impacts  are  also  apparent  as  between  14%  and  under  25% 
of  each  site  will  be  included  in  new  Right-of-Way.  The  property  on 
these  sites  is  not  being  farmed,  or  being  used  for  other  commercial 
/farm-related  purposes  (other  than  the  steel  shed  at  the  Grasdock 
site  described  previously) .  Aside  from  the  steel  building  at  the 
Grasdock  Farm  (which  does  not  contribute  to  this  site's  NRHP  eli- 
gibility) ,  there  are  no  other  relocations  of  structures. 

An  overhead  electric  power  line  paralleling  the  present  R-o-W 
limits  will  be  relocated,  as  will  an  underground  telephone  line. 
The  impacts  from  these  utility  relocations  will  again  be  largely 
visual  along  with  minor  temporary  disruptions  of  service  during  the 
actual  relocations.  These  actions  have  been  coordinated  with  the 
line's  owners  and  the  MDT  R-o-W  Bureau's  Utilities  Section. 

The  impacts  from  each  alternative  on  the  NRHP-eligible  sites  descr- 
bed  under  Section  II. F  are  all  similar  as  they  are  related  to  ad- 
verse effects  on  each  site's  visual  setting.  All  but  two  of  these 
sites  have  "shelterbelts"  which  conflicted  with  the  "clear-zone" 
limits  of  each  "build"  alternative.  The  Grasdock  Farm  would  also 
have  required  demolition  or  relocation  of  its  farmhouse  due  to  its 

proximity  to  a  curve  alignment  from  Alternative  #2.  These  alterna- 
tives are  described  under  Section  IV.  Avoidance  Alternatives. 
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The  two  sites  without  "shelterbelts"  in  conflict  with  the  "clear- 
zone"  limits  are  on  Alternative  #2  along  its  "Eigth  Lane"  align- 
ment. These  are  the  E^  Knight  Farm  (0.1±  mi.  S.  of  the  "3rd  Rd. 
N."  intersection  on  the  west  side),  and  the  G^  Grasdock  Farm  (0.4± 
mi.  S.  of  the  "5th  Rd.  N."  intersection  on  the  east  side).  The  im- 
pact on  these  sites  is  the  loss  of  frontage  for  new  Right-of-Way. 

The  impacts  to  the  other  ten  Section  4(f)  significant  sites  are  as 
follows: 

Table  II. 


Alternate 
Route  # 


Site  Name 


Amount  of  "Shelter- 
belts"  Affected 


Removing  trees 
for  "clear-zone" 


-  4  Kummer  Place 

2  Hadley  Farm 

3  Hager  Farm 

3  Beerman  Farm 

3  Stengrimson  Farm 

3  J.  Knight  Place 

4  Burgmaier  Farm 
4  Brunner  Place 
4  Richards  Place 
4  Schultz  Place 


30±' 
500±' 
280±' 
330±' 
120±' 
230±' 
130±' 
170±' 

50±' 
290±' 


on  S.  side  (canal) 

on  East  side 

on  East  side 

on  East  side 

on  West  side 

on  East  side 

on  South  side 

on  West  side 

on  East  side 

on  East  side 


Alternate  route  #4  also  encounters  rather  steep  terrain  crossing 
Spring  Coulee.  This  needed  an  additional  204,000±  yd.^  of  fill,  or 
48.7%±  of  the  total  estimated  for  the  preferred  Alternate  #l's 
alignment.  An  additional  120±  ft.  of  Right-of-Way  width  would  also 
have  been  needed  on  this  fill.  Consequently,  Alternate  #4  would 
have  cost  more  than  the  others. 

All  three  other  alternates  also  would  have  required  as  much  (or 
more)  relocation  of  paralleling  irrigation  systems,  and  utilities 
as  the  proposed  Alternate  #1.  They  also  would  have  involved  equal 
(or  greater)  amounts  of  farmland  conversion  to  road  Right-of-Way, 
and/or  irrigation  system  use.  They  also  had  potential  for  more 
relocations  of  structures  (houses,  etc.)  to  avoid  the  Section  4(f) 
significant  sites  listed  under  Table  II.  and/or  changes  in  access 
for  adjacent  residences.  This  latter  would  have  resulted  in  social 
impacts  that  do  not  occur  under  the  preferred  Alternate  #1. 
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IV.   Avoidance  Alternatives 

There  are  two  t  '.sic  varieties  of  Avoidance  Alternatives  which  do 
not  impact  the-:,  three  Section  4(f:  sites;  these  are  the  "No- 
Build",  and  variations  of  "build"  Alternatives.  These  Avoidance 
Alternatives  were  either  adjacent  to  these  sites,  or  along  other 
existing  county  roads  in  the  vicinity.  Figure  #3  shows  each  of  the 
four  "build"  alternatives  and  the  location  of  the  three  sites  as 
described  previously  (under  Part  II.). 
IV.   Avoidance  Alternatives 

The  "No-Build"  Alternate  was  the  existing  FAS  431  route  with  its 
present  horizontal  and  vertical  alignment  and  gravel  surfacing  as 
previously  described  under  Part  I. 

The  variations  of  "build"  Avoidance  Alternatives  were  as  follows: 

A.  The  "overlay-only"  alternate  would  have  followed  the  same 
horizontal  and  vertical  alignment  as  the  present  route.  This 
would  have  provided  a  paved  surface  over  the  existing  (22  ft.) 
roadway  width.  This  Alternate  would  still  have  affected  these 
sites  as  it  would  have  changed  the  type  of  road  surface  from 
the  existing  gravel  to  pavement.  Although  this  would  not  have 
been  considered  an  "adverse"  effect  (if  no  trees  were  removed) 
this  would  have  raquired  a  Programmatic  Section  4(f)  Statement 
as  it  would  have  had  an  effect  on  NRHP-eligible  sites. 

B.  Alternate  #2  would  have  avoided  the  Pearson  House  and  Foreman 
House  sites  by  being  located  on  the  next  county  road  ("Eigth 
Lane")  to  the  east  of  the  present  FAS  431  route  .  This  is  on 
a  section  line  (1±  mile  easterly) ,  but  it  would  have  intersec- 
ted the  present  route  at  the  northwesterly  corner  of  the  Gras- 
dock  Farm  site.  This  Alternate  would  have  required  additional 
trees  to  be  removed  from  this  site,  and  would  have  s^  .fted  the 
horizontal  alignment  on  a  curve  much  closer  to  the   .rmhouse. 

As  described  under  Section  II.-  F  and  listed  under  Table  I., 
previous,  this  Alternate  also  has  four  (4)  other  Section  4(f) 
significant  sites  on  its  route  in  addition  to  the  Grasdock 
Farm  and  Rindal  Homestead  sites.  Impacts  to  these  sites  (as 
well  as  the  other  Alternatives  and  their  impacts)  are 
described  under  Table  II.,  in  Section  III,  previous. 

C.  Alternate  #3  was  two  miles  easterly  of  Alternate  #1  on  the 
line  between  Ranges  1  and  2  West,  M.P.M.  ("Ninth  Lane").  This 
Alternate  avoided  all  three  Section  4(f)  sites  described  pre- 
viously, but  contained  five  (5)  other  Section  4(f)  significant 
sites. 

D.  'Alternate  #4  would  have  avoided  these  three  Section  4(f)  sites 

t  also  contained  five  (5)  other  Section  4(f)  significant 
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sites.  This  was  on  "Secound  Road  North"  and  "Tenth  Lane"  (1± 
mile  easterly  of  Alternate  #3)  to  the  existing  FAS  431  route 
on  "5th  Rd.  N." 

This  route  also  crossed  a  deep  ravine  at  Spring  Coulee  (see 
Part  III.)-  This  would  have  resulted  in  greater  impacts  to 
farmland  from  the  additional  earthwork  and  Right-of-Way  requi- 
red;  as  well  as  the  associated  increased  costs  for  same. 

V.  Measures  to  Minimize  Harm 

The  impacts  to  these  three  sites  are  largely  visual  due  to  the  re- 
moval of  the  trees  and  caragana  bushes  (see  Part  III.)  .  The  deter- 
mination of  an  adverse  impact  on  the  NRHP  eligibility  of  these 
sites  has  been  based  on  the  removal  of  these  trees  and  caragana 
bushes  (see  Part  II.)  .  As  has  been  mentioned  under  Part  III.,  pre- 
vious, the  property  owners  at  these  sites  will  most  likely  remove 
these  trees  in  the  near  future  due  to  their  advanced  age  and  poor 
condition.  There  will  be  no  removal  of  any  NRHP-eligible  struc- 
tures at  these  three  sites. 

New  trees  and  bushes  will  be  planted  adjacent  to  the  proposed  new 
Right-of-Way  at  these  three  sites.  These  will  be  in  areas  that 
will  be  clear  of  any  relocated  utility  lines.  Cottonwood  saplings, 
or  a  hardier  species  consistent  in  appearance  (when  mature)  will 
replace  the  trees  to  be  removed.  These  replantings  will  also  en- 
sure a  future  restoration  and  enhancement  of  the  visual  setting. 

This  proposed  project  includes  all  possible  planning  to  minimize 
harm  to  these  Section  4(f)  sites.  This  has  been  documented  both 
within  this  Evaluation,  and  in  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  between 
the  ACHP,  SHPO,  FHWA,  and  the  MDT.  This  proposed  project  is  a 
feasible  and  prudent  alternative  considering  that  the  adverse  im- 
pacts to  the  three  Section  4(f)  sites  will  be  mitigated  as  descri- 
bed previously. 

VI .  Coordination 

SHPO  was  contacted  about  these  three  sites  in  March,  1990.  The 
Teton  County  Appraisal  office  provided  ownership  records  on  these 
three  sites  on  March  29,  1990.  The  Cultural  Resource  Report  was 
filed  with  SHPO  on  April  16,  1990,  with  a  copy  forwarded  to  the 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Bureau  of  Reclamation  on  April 
30,  1990.  The  latter  agency  responded  initially  on  May  14,  1990, 
and  January  29,  1992. 

The  Western  Division  of  Project  Review  for  the  ACHP  was  requested 
to  be  involved  in  the  consultation  process  by  the  FHWA  on  May  31, 
1990.  The  ACHP  responded  with  a  request  for  a  formal  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  (M.o.A.)  between  MDOH,  SHPO,  FHWA,  and  themselves  on  June 
22,  1990. 
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A  Determination  of  Effect  (D.o.E.)  and  M.o.A.  for  same  was  submit- 
ted to  SHPO  on  July  12,  1990.  SHPO  approved  the  latter  on  August 
20,  1990,  and  the  FHWA  forwarded  these  documents  to  the  ACHP  the 
following  day.  Final  approval  of  the  M.o.A.  was  made  by  the  ACHP 
on  September  10,  1990.  Copies  of  these  documents  and  the  approved 
M.o.A.  are  included  at  the  end  of  this  Part  VII. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  has  concurred  that  there  are  no 
feasible  and  prudent  alternatives  to  the  use  of  these  Section  4(f) 
sites  in  their  letter  of  August  13,  1991. 

Additional  coordination  regarding  the  environmental  impacts  of  this 
proposed  action  includes  the  following: 


Agency 


Contacted  on   Responded  on 


U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  - 
Soil  Conservation  Service 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  - 
Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 

Montana  Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife  &  Parks 

Montana  Natural  Heritage  Program 


March  19,  1990  April  6,  1990 
Feb.  13,  1991    Feb.  25,  1991 


Feb.  12,  1991 
Feb.  12,  1991 


Feb.  20,  1991 
Feb.  22,  1991 


Copies  of  this  and  additional  correspondence  are    ^liable  through 
the  MDT  Engineering  Division's  Preconstruction  Bureau  in  Helena. 


VII .   Summary 

There  are  unique  problems  involving  the  other  alternatives  which 
either  do  not  improve  the  existing  conditions,  or  adversely  impact 
more  Section  4(f)  significant  sites.  Alternative  #4  also  has  the 
added  factor  of  the  terrain  at  Spring  Coulee  requiring  an 
extraordinary  amount  of  "borrow"  material  for  fill.  This  also 
would  result  in  a  greater  environmental  (land-use)  impact  for  the 
amount  of  Right-of-Way  needed  for  this  fill. 

Based  upon  the  above  considerations,  there  is  no  feasible  and  pru- 
dent alternative  to  the  use  of  land  from  the  Pearson  House.  Foreman 
House,  and  Grasdock  Farm  and  the  proposed  project  includes  all  pos- 
sible planning  to  minimize  harm  to  the  Pearson  House,  Foreman 
House,  and  Grasdock  Farm  resulting  from  such  use. 
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Distribution  List 

for 

RS  431  -  1(2)7 
Fairfield  -  Power 
(P.M.S.  C#516) 

FINAL  Section  4(f)  Evaluation 

October  9,  1991 


Federal  Highway  Administration 
301  South  Park,  Drawer  10056 
Helena,  MT   59626 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
301  South  Park,  Drawer  10023 
Helena,  MT   59626 

State  Clearinghouse 
Lieutentant  Governor's  Office 
Capitol  Station 
Helena,  MT   59620 

USDA  -  Soil  Conservation  Service 
Federal  Building,  Room  443 
10  East  Babcock  Street 
Bozeman,  MT   59715 

Teton  County  Planning  Office 
c/o  Jim  Yeagley  Consultants 
1817  4  Avenue  North 
Great  Falls,  MT   59401 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Montana  Projects  Office 
P.  0.  Box  30137 
Billings,  MT   59107-6900 

Montana  Natural  Heritage  Program 
Montana  State  Library 
1515  East  Sixth  Avenue 
Helena,  MT   59620 

Environmental  Quality  Council 
Capitol  Station 
Helena,  MT   59620 

USDA  -  Soil  Conservation  Service 
Chouteau  Field  Office 
P.  O.  Box  488 
Choteau,  MT   59422 

Teton  County  Commissioners 

Box  610 

Choteau,  MT   59422 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


STAN  STEPHENS.  GOVERNOR 


2701   PROSPECT  AVE. 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA.  MONTANA  59620 


March  19,  1990 


Soil  Conservation  Service 
Choteau  Field  Office 
P.O.  Box  488 
Choteau,  MT  59422 

Attn:  District  Conservationist 


Subject:  RS  431-1(2)7 

Fairfield  -  Power 


Enclosed  are  copies  of  the  Project  Location  Map  and  a  Farmland  Conver- 
sion Impact  Rating  form  #AD-1006  on  this  proposed  project.  Please  note 
that  this  #AD-1006  form  requires  completion  by  the  S.C.S.  on  parts  II 
and  IV  (the  shaded  sections)  as  the  proposed  project's  right-of-way 
contains  areas  of  prime  farmland.  Instructions  for  the  completion  of 
this  form  are  on  the  top  of  the  back  side  (Steps  1  through  7). 

The  following  information  is  also  requested  in  addition  to  completing 
this  #AD-1006  form: 

1)  What  is  the  present  total  prime  farmland  area  (acres)  in  Teton 
County? 

2)  How  much  of  this  area  (acres)  adjoins  the  proposed  project's  route 
(refer  to  Project  Location  Map  enclosed)? 

A  written  response  on  this  matter  will  be  appreciated.  Please  contact 
us  for  afl?  furtfie)*  assistance. 


David  yi  Johnson,  P.E. 
Precon^truction  Engineer 
Preconstruction  Bureau 


DSJ:ASJ:mb:l/l 

Enclosure 

cc:  E.  M.  Stettler 
D.  S.  Johnson 
G.  A.  Jackson 


R.  E.  Williams 
J.  R.  Ricker 
J.  R.  Beck 


E.  L.  Vinson 
File 


U  S  D6PAFTMENT  OF  AGPQJLTbWE SPEED  M€MO   !  P^"^  NUMBEP  pATE 


06pr   a^  ^/a^t^^y$ 


FROM 


SUBJECT 


r/'/fHt   /Ta*'<-*i  £.*—^t/ 


MESSAGE  CHWJE  CONCISE  MESSAGE  SIGN  AND  FORWARD  PARTS   i  AND  3  W  ADDRESSEE  REGAIN  PART  2  '. 

u  ^^^-^^^«    ^     ^^^*     ^J^      y^^<^^   w'-.^-t/     y*7^^^^   /9    ^^^ 

/W.  HOP  ^^^-^^.      -r^^^ 


SIGNATURE 


^^^^^ 


REPLY  (USE  TH/S  whCE  ^OR  pEPLY  SIGN  AND  DATE   RETURN  PART  3  TO  SENDER   RETAIN  PART  1 


SIGNATURE  '  DATE 


FORM  AD-3-  •  'REV   3  8' 

ADDRESSEE  COPY 


U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 


FARMLAND  CONVERSION  IMPACT  RATING 


PART  I  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 


Date  Of  Land  Evaluation  Request 
Marrh    19,     IQQO 


■Name  Of  Proiect 


Fairfield  -  Power 


Federal  Agency  Involved 

ILSDnT  -  Fpdpral    Highway   Ariministratior 


Proposed  Land  Use 


Highway  right-of-way 


County  And  State 
Teton,     Mnnfana 


PART  II  (To  be  completed  by  SCS) 


Date  Request  Received  By  SCS 


Does  the  site  contain  prime,  unique,  statewide  or  local  important  farmland?  Yes     No 

/If  no,  the  FPPA  does  not  apply  -  do  not  complete  additional  parts  of  this  form).        £        D 


Acres  Irrigated    JAverage  Farm  Size 
30  I  ZOO<3c 


Reason  For  Selection: 


Maior  Croofs) 

Farmable  Land 
Acres: 

In  Govt.  Jurisdiction 
^                % 

Amount  Of  Farmland  As  Defined  m  FPPA 
Acres:     ^^                              % 

Name  Of  Land  Evaluation  System  Used 

Name  Of  Local  Site  Assessmen 

t  System 

Date  Land  Evaluation  Return 

ed  By  SCS 

PART  III  ^To  6e  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Alternative  Site  Rating 

Site  A 

Site  B 

Site  C 

Site  D 

A.     Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Directly 

51.86 

B.     Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indirectly 

0 

C.     Total  Acres  In  Site 

100.20 

PART  IV  (To  be  completed  by  SCS)    Land  Evaluation  Information 

A.     Total  Acres  Prime  And  Unique  Farmland 

^O 

8.     Total  Acres  Statewide  And  Local  Important  Farmland 

^O 

C.     Percentage  Of  Farmland  In  County  Or  Local  Govt.  Unit  To  Be  Converted 

^0 

D.      Percentage  Of  Farmland  In  Govt   Jurisdiction  With  Same  Or  Higfier 

Relative  Value 

^o 

PART  V  (To  be  completed  by  SCS)    Land  Evaluation  Criterion 

Relative  Value  Of  Farmland  To  Be  Converted  (Scale  of  Ota  100  Points) 

100 

PART  VI   (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

Site  Assessment  Criteria  {These  criteria  are  explained  in  7  CFR  658.5(b) 

Maximum 
Points 

1.   Area  In  Nonurban  Use 

15 

15 

1                                 j 

2.   Perimeter  In  Nonurban  Use 

10 

10 

i 

3.   Percent  Of  Site  Being  Farmed 

20 

10 

i                                 i 

4.   Protection  Provided  By  State  And  Local  Government 

20 

0 

1                              ! 

1 

5.   Distance  From  Urban  Buiitup  Area 

CN/A) 

i 

6.   Distance  To  Urban  Support  Services 

CN/A) 

_ 

7.   Size  Of  Present  Farm  Unit  Compared  To  Average 

10 

0 

8.  Creation  Of  Nonfarmable  Farmland 

25 

0 

9.   Availability  Of  Farm  Support  Services 

5 

5 

i 

10.  On-Farm  Investments 

20 

15 

1 1 .   Effects  Of  Conversion  On  Farm  Support  Services 

25 

0 

12.  Compatibility  With  Existing  Agricultural  Use 

10 

0 

i 

TOTAL  SITE  ASSESSMENT  POINTS 

160 

55 

i 

PART  VII  (To  be  completed  by  Federal  Agency) 

' 

Relative  Value  Of  Farmland  (From  Part  V) 

100 

100 

1 

Total  Site  Assessment  (From  Part  VI  above  or  a  local 
site  assessment) 

160 

55 

i 

TOTAL  POINTS  (Total  of  above  2  lines) 

260 

155 

Site  Selected;                               ^ 

Date  Of  Selection 

March   19 

,    1990 

Was  A  Local  Site  Assessment  Usea 
Yes    D                      N 

7 

TOTAL  POINTS  is  less  than  160,  therefore  under  7  CFR  658.4(c),  part  (2)  this  site  is  given 
a  minimal  level  of  consideration  for  protection  and  no  additional  sites  need  be  evaluated. 


I  See  Instructions  on  reverse  side) 


Form  AD-1006  (10  83) 


STEPS  IN  THE  PROCESSING  THE  FARMLAND  AND  CuNVERSION  IMPACT  RATING  FORM 

Step  1  -    Feder::  agencies  involved  in  proposed  projects  that  may  convert  farmland,  as  defined  in  the  Farmland  Protection 
Policy  Act  (FPP     ■  to  nonagncultural  uses,  will  initially  complete  Parts  I  and  III  of  the  form. 

Step  2  -    Onginator  wiU  send  copies  A,  B  and  C  together  with  maps  indicating  locations  of  site(s),  to  the  Soil  Conservation  ► 
Service  (SCS)  local  field  office  and  retain  copy  D  for  their  files.  (Note:  SCS  has  a  field  office  in  most  counties  in  the  U.S.  The  ! 

field  office  is  usually  located  in  the  county  seat.  .A  List  of  field  office  locations  are  available  from  the  SCS  State  Conservationist  ■ 
in  each  state  i. 

Step  3  -    SCS  will,  within  45  calendar  days  after  receipt  of  form,  make  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  site(s)  of  the  pro- 
posed project  contains  pnme,  unique,  statewide  or  local  important  farmland. 


Step  4  -    In  cases  where  farmland  covered  by  the  FPPA  will  be  converted  by  the  proposed  project,  SCS  field  offices  will  com- 
plete Parts  II,  IV  and  V  of  the  form. 

Step  5  -    SCS  will  return  copy  .\  and  B  of  the  form  to  the  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  project.  (Copy  C  will  be  retained  for 
SCS  records). 

Step  6  -    The  Federal  agency  involved  in  the  proposed  project  will  complete  Parts  VI  and  VII  of  the  form. 


Step  7  -    The  Federal  agency  involved  m  the  proposed  project  will  make  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  proposed  conver-  ^ 
sion  is  consistent  with  the  FPP.A  and  the  agency's  internal  policies. 


INSTRUCTIONS  FOR  COMPLETING  THE  FARMLAND  CONVERSION  LMPACT  RATING  FORM 

Part  I:     In  completing  the  "County  And  State"  questions  list  all  the  local  governments  that  are  responsible 
for  local  land  controls  where  site(s)  are  to  be  evaluated. 

Part  III:   In  completing  item  B  (Total  Acres  To  Be  Converted  Indirectly),  include  the  following: 

1.  Acres  not  being  directly  converted  but  that  would  no  longer  be  capable  of  being  farmed  after  the  conver- 
sion, because  the  conversion  would  restrict  access  to  them. 

2.  Acres  planned  to  receive  services  from  an  infrastructure  project  as  indicated  in  the  project  justification 
(e.g.  highways,  utilities)  that  will  cause  a  direct  conversion. 

Part  VI:   Do  not  complete  Part  VI  if  a  local  site  assessment  is  used. 


[ 


Assign  the  maximum  points  for  each  site  assessment  criterion  as  shown  in  § 658.5(b)  of  CFR.  In  cases  of  |j 
corridor-type  projects  such  as  transportation,  powerUne  and  flood  control,  criteria  #5  and  #6  will  not  apply  ji 
and  will  be  weighed  zero,  however,  criterion  #8  will  be  weighed  a  maximum  of  25  points,  and  cntenon 
#1 1  a  maximum  of  25  pomts.  i 

Individual  Federal  agencies  at  the  national  level,  may  assign  relative  weights  among  the  12  site  assessment 
criteria  other  than  those  shown  in  the  FPPA  rule.  In  all  cases  where  other  weights  are  assigned,  relative  adjust- 
ments must  be  made  to  maintain  the  maximum  total  weight  points  at  160.  |{ 


In  rating  alternative  sites,  Federal  agencies  shall  consider  each  of  the  criteria  and  assign  points  within  the 
limits  estabhshed  in  the  FPPA  rule.  Sites  most  suitable  for  protection  under  these  criteria  will  receive  the 
highest  total  scores,  and  sites  least  suitable,  the  lowest  scores. 


II 
I 


P-rt  VII:     In  computing  the  "Total  Site  Assessment  Points",  where  a  State  or  local  site  assessment  is  used 
and  the  total  maximum  number  of  points  is  other  than  160,  adjust  the  site  assessment  points  to  a  base  of  160. 
Example:  if  the  Site  Assessment  maximum  is  200  points;  and  alternative  Site  "A"  is  rated  180  points: 
Total  points  assigned  Site  A  =  180  x  160  =  144  pomts  for  Site  "A." 

Maximum  points  possible         200  I 


i 


State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Montana  Historical  Society 

Mailing  Address:  225  North  Roberts  •  Helena,  MT  59620-9990 
Office  Address:  102  Broadway  •  Helena,  MT  •  (406)  444-7715 


March   20,    1990 

Jon  Axline 

Montana   Department  of   Highways 

2701   Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,    MT     5  9620 

Re:      Fairfield-Power    (RS  431-1( 4) 7) 


Dear   Jon: 

As  requested,  we  have  conducted  a  cultural  resource  file  search 
for  the  above  cited  project  location.   Currently,  no  historical 
or  archaeological  sites  are  recorded  within  the  designated  search 
area.   This  may  reflect  a  lack  of  prior  survey  rather  than  a 
known  absence  of  cultural  resources  in  the  project  area. 
According  to  records  currently  available  to  us,  there  have  been 
no  professional  cultural  resource  surveys  in  this  project  area. 


At  this  time 
vicinity. 


,  only  historic  bridges  are  recorded  in  the  local 


Thank  you  for  consulting  with  us. 
Sincerely, 

David  Schwab 

State  Archaeologist 


File:   Misc  file  search 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


STAN  STEPHENS.  GOVERNOR 


2701   PROSPECT  AVE. 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA.  MONTANA  59620 


March  27,  1990 


County  Assessor's  Office 
Teton  County  Courthouse 
Choteau,  MT  59422 


Subject:  RS  431-1(4)7 

Fairfield  -  Power 


Could  you  provide  information  for  the  following  properties  located  on 
Seventh  Lane  between  Fairfield  and  Power. 

0    Wi  of  SEi  of  NWi,  Section  23,  T.  22  N.,  R.  2  W.  (located  on  the 
east  side  of  the  road  just  south  of  the  Greenfields  Main  Canal). 

Who  was  the  original  and  last  owner  of  the  farm  and  when  were 
the  structures  built? 

Who  currently  owns  the  property? 
0    Ursel  Adams  Farm 

When  did  he  purchase  the  land  and  from  whom? 

When  was  the  residence  built? 
0    Donald  Burditt  Farm 

When  did  he  acquire  the  land  and  from  whom? 

When  was  the  house  built? 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  if  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not 
hesitate  to  contact  either  myself  or  Jon  Axline  at  444-6258. 


I^C^^uj^/a 


Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Supervisor 
Environmental  Section 


ELV:JA:mb:2/f 
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MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  REVENUE 


PHONE  466-2784 


REAL  PROPERTV  DIVISION 

TETON  COUNTY  APPRAISAL  OFFICE 

CHOTEAU,  MONTANA  59422 


TETON 


March  29.  1990 


TO:   Eerie  L.  Vinson.  Super'/isor 
Environmentcil  Division 

FRCM:   Jeanine  Cole,  Appraisal  Supervise 
Teton  County  Appraisal  Office 

SUBJECT:   RS  431-1(4)7 

Fairfield  -  Power 


Your  letter  of  March  27,  1990  to  the  Teton  County  Assessor  was 
forwarded  to  me  for  response. 

1)  T.  22  N.,  R.  2  W.  Sec.  23:  W2  of  SEbT.-i  is  currently  owned  by 
Gary  M.  Mayer,  Trustee.  He  acquired  this  property  on  Dec.  23, 
1982.  The  original  owner  of  the  property  was  Nels  L.  Pearson. 
The  structures  here  are  old,  vacant  and  derelict.  The  house 
shows  that  the  year  built  was  19  30. 

2)  Ursel  Adams  no  longer  owns  property  in  Teton  County.  He  sold 
his  property  to  Connie  Jean  Bridges  ETAL  on  Dec.  1,  197  5.  He 
purchased  the  property  from  William  &  Marthele  Olson  on  September 
7,  1949.  There  buildings  located  in  T.  22  N. ,  R.  3  W.  Sec.  15  in 
the  NENW.   The  house  there  was  built  in  1917. 


3)   Don  Burditt  purchased  his  property  on  May  3,  1977  from  Leo  C. 
&  Katherine  Foreman.   The  house  located  here  was  built  in  1931. 

If  there  is  any  further  information  which  you  may  require,  please 
to  not  hesitate  to  contact  this  office  again. 
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DEFARTiVlENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


\\      STAN  STEPHENS.  GOVERNOR 


2701  PROSPECT  AVE. 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA.  MONTANA  59620 


April  16,  1990 


Kathy  Huppe 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

225  North  Roberts 

Helena,  MT  59620 


Subject:  RS  431-1(3)7 

Fairfield  -  Power 


Enclosed  is  the  Cultural  Resource  Report  and  CRABS  form  for  the  Fairfield 
-  Power  project.  Jon  identified  six  historic  sites  within  the  project's 
right-of-way  boundaries.  Three  of  the  sites  are  recommended  as  eligible 
for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  I  agree  with  Jon's 
recommendations. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact 
either  myself  or  Jon  Axline. 


^^^^^^^^  [Urui^^ 


Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Supervisor 
Environmental  Section 


ELV:cm:5/ss 

Enclosures 

cc:  E.  W.  Stettler 

D.  S.  Johnson 

G.  A.  Jackson 

R.  E.  Williams 

J.  R.  Beck 
^— EflVTronmental  Section 
File 
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State  Historic  Preservati 

Montana  Historical  Society 

Mailing  Address:  225  North  Roberts  •  Helena,  MT  5%20 
Office  Address:  102  Broadway  •  Helena,  MT  •  (406)  444-t?4S 


May   9,    1990 

Edrie  Vinsoiir   Supervisor 

Environmental   Unit 

Montana   Department  of   Highways 

2701   Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,   MT     5  9620 

Re:      Fairfield-Power 
RS  431-1(3)7 

Dear   Edrie: 
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Thank   you   for    requesting   our    comments   on   Jon  Axline's   report   for 
the   project  referenced  above.      His  historical   research  was 
thorough  and   interesting,    arid   he  was  able   to  speak   directly  to 
the  questions   of   landscape    integrity  and  potential   eligibility 
which  we   raised.    Based   on  those   discussions  and   our    review   of    the 
properties  recorded,   we   concur  with  your   recommendation  that   the 
Nels   Person  Homestead    (24ttl86) ,    the  Leo  Foreman  Homestead 
(24TT189)   and  the  Grasdock   Homestead    (24TT190)    will  qualify  for 
listing   in  the  National    Register  under   Criteria  A  and   C. 
Although  newer  outbuildings,   and  loss   of   the  original   homestead 
buildings  we  presume  they   replaced,    have   compromised   the 
integrity   of  the  Rindal   Farmstead    (24TT191) ,    it   is   Jon's  opinion 
that  the  original   house  on  the  property   can  qualify   independently 
for  listing  as  an  outstanding   example   of  a   Craftsman  home   under 
Criterion  C.      Based   on  his   description,    we   concur   with   that 
opinion,  and  believe  that  the  surrounding  mature   evergreen  and 
Cottonwood   trees   should  be  considered   an   integral    component  of 
its  setting. 

Due   to  loss  of   integrity,   we  concur   that   the   remaining   two 
homesteads    (24TT187  and  24TT188)    cannot  qualify  for   register 
listing  at  this   time.      Given  the  sensitive   nature  of   settings   for 
the   properties  recorded  as   part   of   this   project,   we  would 
recommend  a   refinement  of   boundary   descriptions  for   each 
property.      Boundaries   should  be   drawn  to  explicitly   include   the 
shelterbelts  and   buffer   remaining   eligible   buildings,    for 
example,   and  t±at   should   be  noted  on   site   forms.      We  would   also 
ask   that  your    rationale   for   not   recording   the   irrigation  system 
(e.g.,    application  of   the  linear   sites   waiver,   anticipation   of 
action  under  the  pending   PA)    be   stated    for    the   record.      Some 
discussion  of  the  historic   landscape  and   its    integrity   should 
also  be   included   in  a   report  of   this   nature.      As   noted   above,    Jon 
and   I   discussed  this  point  on  the   pnone,    but   it  would  be  helpful 
to  formally  include   his   thoughts  concerning    landscape   with   the 
report   for  future  reference. 


Vinson 

May  9,    1990 

page   2 


The   Bureau   of    Reclamation  will  also  be    reviewing   this    report  as 
an    interested   party,   and  Mike  Andrews   of   their   Billings   office 
has   promised   to  send   comments  by   the  end   of   the  week. 

As   always,    we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to   comment,   and  please 
call   if  you'd   like   to  discuss  any   of   this. 


S  in  ce  r  el  y , 


Katheriius   M.    Huppe 
Historical   Survey  Reviewer 

cc:    Mike   Andrews,    BOR 

File:      Comp/MDOH/Fairfi eld-Power 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


STAN  STEPHENS,  GOVERNOR 


2701   PROSPECT  AVE. 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA.  MONTANA  59620 


April  30,  1990 


Mike  Andrews 
Montana  Projects  Office 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 
P.O.  Box  30137 
Billings,  Ml  59107 


Subject: 


RS  431-1(4)7 
Fairfield  -  Powe» 


Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  Cultural  Resource  Survey  for  the  above 
project.  Archaeological  surveying  was  done  in  areas  that  hadn't  been 
disturbed  by  agricultural  activities.  But,  since  such  activities  are 
intensive  in  that  area,  not  much  ground  was  surveyed  (approximately  10 
acres).  Of  the  six  historic  sites  recorded,  three  were  recommended  as 
eligible  for  the  national  register.  We  are  currently  awaiting  SHPO's 
comments. 

If  you  have  any  comments,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  either 
myself  or  Jon  Axline  at  444-6258. 


Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Supervisor 
Environmental  Section 

ELV:JA:cm:l/p 

Enclosure 

cc:  T.  J.  Barnard 

E.  W.  Stettler 

D.  S.  Johnson 

G.  A.  Jackson 

R.  E.  Williams 

J.  R.  Beck 
^^Environmental  Section 
File 
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IN  REPLY 
REFER  TO: 

MT-426 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU    OF    RECLAMATION 
Great  Plains  Region 

Montana   Projects  Office 

P.O.   Box   30137 

Billings,   Montana   69107-0137 


TAKE 
PnOEIN 
AMERKA 


MAY  1 4  1990 


Edrie  L.  Vinson 
Environmental  Section 
State  of  Montana 
Department  of  Highways 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena  MT   59620 

Subject:     Review  Comments  -  Cultural  Resource  rnventory  and  Evaluation: 

Montana  Department  of  Highways  [RS  431-1(3)7]  Fairfield  -  Power  on 
Montana  Secondary  431  (FAS  431)  (Cultural  Resources) 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson: 


We  have  received  and  reviewed  the  subject  report.   Thank  you  for  providing  us 
with  the  copy  and  with  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

We  understand  that  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  is  the  lead  Federal 
agency  for  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  and  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  an  interested  party  to  the  Section 
106  consultation.   We  also  understand  that  the  proposed  upgrade  of  the  road 
will  utilize  existing  bridges  across  the  Greenfields  Canal  and  other  water 
conveyance  facilities.   With  these  understandings,  Reclamation  would  concur 
with  a  determination  of  no  effect  for  the  undertaking,  as  described. 

We  would  offer  that  the  no  effect  determination  could  better  be  supported  by 
an  enhanced  discussion  of  the  field  inspection.   This  discussion  should 
include  the  location  of  the  areas  inventoried  (which  should  also  be  mapped), 
the  amount  of  area  surveyed,  and  the  technique(s)  used  in  the  examination.   If 
you  have  any  questions  concerning  this  inforiiiation,  please  contact 
Mike  Andrews,  Montana  Projects  Office  Archeologist,  at  (406)  657-6489. 


Sincerely, 


J.  (Jim)  L.  Wedeward 
Project  Manager 


cc:    Marcella  Sherfy 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Montana  Historical  Society 

225  Roberts 

Helena  MT   59620-9990 
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State  Historic  Preser 

Montana  Historical  Society 

Mailing  Address:  225  North  Roberts  •  Helena,  MT  5 
Office  Address:  102  Broadway  •  Helena,  MT  •  (406 


July  31,    1990 

Edrie  Vinson,  Supervisor 

Environmental  Unit 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  MT   59620 

Re:   Fairfield-Power,  RS  431-1(4)7 
Finding  of  Effect  and  MOA 

Dear  Edrie: 

Thank  you  for  requesting  our  comments  on  your  f incKiiy  01  ""effect 
and  proposed  mitigation  for  the  project  referenced  above.   We  do 
believe  that  upgrading  the  present  gravel  section  road  to  a  full 
Secondary  highway  which  actually-  passes  closer  to  some  of  the 
buildings  will  sufficiently  alter  their  historic  setting  and 
character  to  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  Foreman,  Grasdock  and 
Pearson  Homesteads.  Removal  of  shelterbelt  vegetation  would 
appear  to  directly  impact  the  Foreman  and  Grasdock  Homesteads.  We 
believe  the  project  will  have  no  adverse  effect  on  the  Rindahl 
property,  since  good  vegetative  screening  remains. 

We  understand  your  argument  about  the  late  date  of  some  of  the 
hedge-type  vegetation,  and  we  agree  that  its  removal  cannot 
properly  be  considered  an  adverse  effect.   We  do  agree,  however, 
that  replanting  a  screen  of  fast-growing  vegetation  of  some  sort 
constitutes  a  viable  mitigation  for  the  visual  impacts  inherent 
in  upgrading  the  gravel  section  road  and  will  be  in  keeping  with 
the  historic  appearance  of  the  area,  as  well. 

It  would  only  take  minor  changes  in  the  drafted  MOA  to 
accommodate  additional  mitigation  for  the  Pearson  Homestead — 
really  just  adding  it  to  the  list  in  the  first  Whereas.   If  that 
change  could  be  made,  we  would  be  happy  to  sign  the  MOA  for  this 
project,  and  recommend  its  approval  to  the  Advisory  Council. 

Thank  you  for  consulting  with  us. 

Since^-ely, 


KatherineuM.  Huppe 
Historical  Survey  Reviewer 

File:   Comp/MDOH/ Fairfield-Power  and  CD  files 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


STAN  STEPHENS.  GOVERNOR 


2701   PROSPECT  AVE. 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA.  MONTANA  59620 


August  13,  1990 


Kathy  Huppe 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

225  North  Roberts 

Helena,  MT   59620 


Subject:   RS  431-1(4)7 

Fairfield  -  Power 


Enclosed  is  the  revised  Determination  of  Effect  (DOE)  and 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  for  the  above  project.  The 
Nels  Pearson  Homestead  has  been  included  in  the  MOA. 


If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments,  please  do  not- 
hesitate  to  contact  me. 


ij  fZ  //hr-^^C^ 


Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Supervisor 
Environmental  Section 

ELV:D:ENV:22.cm 


Enclosures 


cc: 


D.  S.  Johnson 
G.  A.  Jackson 
R.  E.  Williams 

E.  W.  Stettler 
Dale  Paulson,  FHWA 

nvironmental  Section 
File 


w/at tachments 
II 


AN  eOU*i  Of'Ofl'UHiTY  CUPLOYSR 


MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 


WHEREAS  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  has 
determined  that  the  Fairfield-Power  project  [RS  431-1(4)7] 
will  have  an  effect  upon  the  Nels  Pearson  Homestead 
(24TT186) ,  Leo  Foreman  Homestead  (24TT189)  and  Grasdock 
Homestead  (24TT190) ,  properties  eligible  for  inclusion  in 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  and  has  consulted 
with  the  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO) 
and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (Council) 
pursuant  to  36  CFR  Part  800,  regulations  implementing 
Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (16 
U.S.C.  paragraph  470f ) ; 

WHEREAS  Montana  Department  of  Highways  (MDOH)  participated 
in  the  consultation  and  has  been  invited  to  concur  in  this 
Memorandum  of  Agreement;  and 

NOW,  THEREFORE;  FHWA,  the  Montana  SHPO,  and  the  Council 
agree  that  the  undertaking  shall  be  implemented  in 
accordance  with  the  following  stipulations  in  order  to  take 
into  account  the  effect  of  the  undertaking  on  historic 
properties  on  the  Fairfield-Power  project  (Nels  Pearson 
Homestead,  Leo  Foreman  Homestead  and  Grasdock  Homestead) . 


Stipulations 

FHWA  shall  ensure  that  MDOH  carry  out  the  following 
measures: 

1)  New  shelter  belt  trees  will  be  planted  by  MDOH  outside 
the  Right-of-Way  boundaries.   They  will  replace  the 
trees  removed  within  the  FHWA's  and  MDOH ' s  Right-of- 
Way  boundaries  on  the  Fairfield-Power  project  at  the 
three  NRHP  eligible  sites  noted  above. 

2)  The  new  trees  will  be  planted  in  locations  that  will 
preserve  the  historic  and  visual  appearance  of  the 
three  NRHP  eligible  sites  and  will  be  consistent  with 
the  species  already  located  at  the  site. 

3)  The  new  shelter  belt  trees  will  be  planted  upon 
completion  of  the  Fairfield-Power  reconstruction 
project. 

4)  If  a  dispute  arises  regarding  implementation  of  this 
agreement,  FHWA  shall  consult  with  the  objecting  party 
to  resolve  the  dispute.   If  any  consulting  party 
determines  that  the  dispute  cannot  be  resolved,  FHWA 
shall  reguest  the  further  comments  of  the  Council 
pursuant  to  the  Council's  regulations. 


Execution  of  th.s  Memorandum  of  Agreement  and  implementation 
of  its  terms  evidence  that  FHWA  has  afforded  the  Council  an 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Fairfield-Power  project  and 
its  effect  on  historic  properties,  and  that  FHWA  has  taken 
into  account  the  effects  of  the  undertaking  on  historic 
properties. 


ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION 


BY: 


4^^4a  ^.^ 


Date:    q   /  rd/^o 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 


BY: 
Date 


MONTANA  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 


BY: 


Date: 
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File 

Claudia  Nissley,  Director 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

730  Simms  Street,  Suite  450 

Golden,  CO  80401 

Dear  Ms.  Nissley: 

Subject:   RS  431-1(4)7 

Fairfield  -  Power 

Enclosed  is  the  Determination  of  Effect  (DOE)  and  three  copies  of 
the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  for  your  concurrence  and 
signature.   Please  return  two  copies  of  the  MOA. 

Three  sites  will  be  adversely  effected  by  the  Fairfield  -  Power 
project:  the  Nels  Pearson  Homestead  (24TT186) ,  Leo  Foreman 
Homestead  (24TT189)  and  the  Grasdock  Homestead  (24TT190) . 
Mitigation  consists  of  the  replanting  of  new  shelter  belt  trees  to 
replace  those  removed  during  construction. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  Dale  Paulson  at  (406)449-5310  or  FTS  585-5310. 


Sinaerely,  . 

David  C.  Miller 

Planning  &  Prog.  Development  Engineer 


Enclosure 


cc.  State  -  Edrie  Vinson 


^d^  ^-  y^"^ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


STAN  STEPHENS.  GOVERNOR 


2701   PROSPECT  AVE. 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA.  MONTANA  59620 


January  28,  1992 


Marcel la  Sherfy 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

225  North  Roberts 

Helena,  MT   59620 


Subject:   RS  431-1(4)7 

Fairfield  -  Power 
C#  0156 


This  is  to  advise  you  that  the  irrigation  ditches  located 
within  the  Fairfield  -  Power  project  area  are  still  in  use 
and,  therefore,  covered  under  the  terms  of  the  Programmatic 
Agreement  regarding  the  Treatment  of  Irrigation  Ditches  in 
Montana  Affected  by  FHWA-Assisted  Undertakings  (Stipulation 
4) .   We  request  your  concurrence  that  the  ditches  located 
within  the  project  area  are  not  significant  for  the  purposes 
of  Section  4(f)  of  49  U.S.C.  303. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  444-7632. 

* 

Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Chief 

Environmental  and  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 


ELV:D:ENV:34.gh 

cc:   David  S.  Johnson,  P.E.,  Preconstruction  Engineer 
Eugene  W.  Stettler,  P.E.,  District  Engineer, 

Great  Falls 
Dale  Paulson,  FHWA 
]/^,    L.  Vinson 

Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 


UN  EQUAL   OPPOPTW^lTV  £fjlPLOy£PI 


State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Montana  Historical  Society 

Mailing  Address:  225  North  Roberts  •  Helena,  MT  59620-9990 
Office  Address:  102  Broadway  •  Helena,  MT  •  (406)  444-7715 

January  28  ,  1992  H  ff"^  ^  "'  '  '  7!  D 

Edrie  Vinson,  Supervisor  JAN  28  1992 

Environmental  Section  ^^ 

Montana  Dept.  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue  '' ''  "  '   -=='-'''■ 

Helena,  MT   59620 

RE:   RS  431-1(4)7 

Fairfield  -  Power 
C#  0156 

Dear  Edrie: 

I  am  here  responding  to  your  January  28  letter  in  regard  to  your 
finding  on  the  irrigation  ditches  for  the  project  identified 
above.   We  concur  that  we  have  not  and  do  not  anticipate  finding 
the  irrigation  ditches  "significant"  in  the  context  of  Section 
4(f)  49  U.S.  C.  303.   Having  agreed  to  the  Programmatic  Agreement 
regarding  the  Treatment  of  Irrigation  Ditches  in  Montana  Affected 
by  FHWA-Assisted  Undertakings,  we  concur  in  your  work  on  the 
products  specificied  in  that  document  rather  than  reverting  to 
property-by-property  review  of  specific  roads  or  bridges  for  any 
legal  authority. 

Sincerely, 

Marcella  Sherfy 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


File:   COMP,  MDOH 


State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Montana  Historical  Society 

Mailing  Address:  225  North  Roberts  •  Helena,  MT  59620-9990 
Office  Address:  102  Broadway  •  Helena,  MT  •  (406)  444-7715 


January  29,  1992 

Edrie  Vinson,  Supervisor 
Environmental  Section 
Montana  Dept.  of  Transportation 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  MT   59620 

RE:       RS  431-1(4)7 
Fairfield  -  Power 
Control  No.  0156 
Comment  under  4(f)  49  U.S.C.  303 

Dear  Edrie: 

For  the  project  identified  above,  we  do  not  choose  to  exercise  our  opportimity  to 
comment  under  4(f)  49  U.S.C.  303. 


Sincerely, 

Marcella  Sherfy 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


File:    COMP,  MDOH 


TAKE> 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior    /UKBaa* 


BUREAU    OF    RECLAMATION  ^SSSSSm 

Great  Plains  Region  ■"^P 

Montana  Projects   Office 
P.O.   Box   30137 
Billing9,Montana59107-0137  ^,  *  *  ^  *^  T\ 


IN  REPLY  r^  t^  f*  \*     ^    ■       »■- 

REFER  TO: 


MT-426  JAN  291992 


Edrie  L.  Vinson  I J  llll  £  Q  ]2<\9 

Environmental  Section 

State  of  Montana 

Department  of  Highways 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena  MT  59620 

Subject:  Additional  Review  Comments  •  Cultural  Resource  Inyentoiy  and 

Eyaluation:  Montana  Depkr^ent  of  Highways  [RS  431-1(3)7]  Fairfield  - 
Power  on  Montana  Secondaiy  431  (FAS  431)  (Cultural  Resource) 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson: 

On  January  17,  1992,  Jon  AxUne  of  your  oCQce  spoke  with  Montana  Projects  Office 
Archeologist  Mike  Andrews  concerning  the  subject  project.  As  stated  in  our  March  14, 
1990,  letter,  we  understand  that  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  is  the  lead  Federal 
agency  for  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  and 
that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  an  interested  party  to  the  Section  106  consultation^ 
In  that  correspondence,  we  suggested  that  the  inventory  methods  be  more  fully 
documented.   Subsequently,  we  received  a  copy  of  Charllne  G.  Smith's  one  page 
inventory  report  dated  August  11,  1979.  While  that  report  does  not  address  our 
concerns  about  the  level  of  inventory  and  methods  utilized,  we  understand  and  accept 
the  fact  that  documentary  standards  of  1979  are  quite  different  than  they  are  today. 

We  understood  in  1990  that  the  proposed  upgrade  of  the  road  would  utilize  existing 
bridges  across  the  Greenfields  Canal  and  that  features  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's 
Sun  River  Project  (a  property  which  has  not  been  evaluated  for  National  Register 
eligibility)  will  not  be  affected  by  the  road  project.  Please  advise  us  if  this  is  the  case. 
If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this  review,  please  contact  Mike  Andrews,  Montana 
Projects  Office  Archeologist,  at  (406)  657-6489. 


Sincerely, 


J.  (Jim)  L.  Wedeward 
Project  Manager 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


STAN  STEPHENS.  GOVERNOR 


2701   PROSPECT  AVE. 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA,  MONTANA  59620 


February  12,  1991 


Al  Wipperman,  Chief  - 
Habitat  Protection  Bureau 
Fisheries  Division 
Montana  Department  of 
Fish,  Wildlife  &   Parks 
1420  East  6th  Avenue 
Helena,  MT   59620 


Subject:     RS  431-1(2)7 

Fairfield  -  Power 
(P.M.S.  C#516) 


We  are  requesting  input  from  your  agency  on  fisheries  resources  relative 
to  this  proposed  highway  project  to  assist  in  the  preparation  of  the 
environmental  document. 

Attached  are  two  copies  of  the  Design  Planning  Report  describing  the 
project  and  two  copies  of  the  Project  Location  Maps  showing  the  proposed 
project  location.   Please  provide  the  following  information: 

1)  Type  of  fisheries  habitat  in  the  general  project  vicinity; 

2)  Any  comments  you  may  have  concerning  potential  project 
impacts  on  fisheries  habitat  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
project. 

If  you  can  provide  any  additional  information  at  this  time  that  would  be 
useful  in  project  evaluation,  please  do  so.   This  information  may 
include  stream  classifications  in  the  project  vicinity,  spawning  areas, 
wetlands,  unique  "problems"  or  items  of  concern,  management  goals,  etc. 
Your  statement  on  this  matter  will  allow  us  to  initiate,  if  necessary, 
further  interagency  coordination  to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  project 
impacts.   If  we  have  not  received  a  reply  within  30  calendar  days,  we 
will  assume  your  agency  has  no  information  necessary  for  inclusion  in 
our  environmental  document. 


AN  eOUAL  OPPQPTUNlTy  fMP(.OV£« 


Al  Wipperman 

Page  2 

February  12,  1991 


If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  the  Environmental  Section  at 
444-7632. 


In^uX^f^ 


h^    r/' 


Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Supervisor 
Environmental  Section 


ELV : AS J : D : ENV : 46 . mb 

Attachments 

cc:    E.  L.  Vinson 
File 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


STAN  STEPHENS.  GOVERNOR 


2701  PROSPECT  AVE. 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA.  MONTANA  59620 


February  12,  1991 


Natural  Heritage  Prograun 
Montana  State  Library 
1515  East  Sixth  Avenue 
Helena,  MT   59620 

Attention:   Margaret  Beer,  Data  Manager 


Subject:     RS  431-1(2)7 

Fairfield  -  Power 
(P. M.S.  C#516) 


We  are  requesting  input  from  your  program  relative  to  this  proposed 
highway  project  to  assist  in  the  preparation  of  the  environmental 
document . 

Attached  is  a  Design  Planning  Report  describing  the  project  and  the 
Project  Location  Maps  showing  the  proposed  project  location. 

Please  furnish  us  a  statement  indicating  the  occurrence  or  potential  for 
occurrence  of  rare  plants  and  species  of  special  concern  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  proposed  project.   Any  other  pertinent  comments  you  may  have  at 
this  time  would  also  be  appreciated.   Your  statement  on  this  matter  will 
allow  us  to  initiate,  if  necessary,  further  interagency  coordination  to 
avoid  or  minimize  potential  project  impacts. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance.   If  you  need  additional  information, 
please  contact  the  Environmental  Section  at  444-7632. 


&6u^  ^ 


(^^P'/U^^^^ 


Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Supervisor 
Environmental  Section 


ELV: ASJ : D : ENV: 49 . mb 
Attachments 


cc:  x^E.  L.  Vinson 
File 


AH  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EI^PLOyiR 


of 


P  O  Box  6610 

Great  Falls,  Mt.  59406 

February  20,  1991 


Edrie  L.  Vinson 
Environmental  Section 
Department  of  Highways 
2701  Prospect  Ave. 
Helena,  Mt.  59620 

Subject:  (1)  RS  431-1  (2)  1,    Fairfield-Power  (P. M.S.  C#516) 

(2)  RS  426-2  (4)  19,  Hanover-East  &  West  (P. M.S.  C#1415) 

(3)  RS  551-1(1)0,  Geyser-North  (P. M.S.  C#573) 

Dear  Edrie, 

The  above  three  proposed  highway  projects  will  not  have  a 
significant  impact  on  wildlife  habitat  including  wetlands. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


MA/KC/11 


Mike  Aderhold  ^ 
Regional  Supervisor 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

FWE-61130- 
M.17-FHWA 


■Bill  ings 
Informal 


UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Enhancement 

Federal  Building,  U.S.  Courthouse 

301  South  Park 

P.O.  Drawer  10023 

Helena,  Montana  59626 

FY91 


Date  Reed.  Freccns 

"mail  route 
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Jy     30  Preconst  trgr 


Vssts^ant 


[/^    34  H/a,aii(rc« 


Ms.  Edrie  L.  Vinson 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59620 


:^/23;^'lSjai__i 


Fiie 


Dear  Ms.  Vinson: 


February  13,  1991  letter  concerning  Mciitana  Dcpartmnt 
431-1(2)7,  Fairfield-Power.  You  requested  that  we  \ 


This  responds  to  your 

of  Highways  Project  RS 

identify  the  endangered  and  threatened  species  that  should  be  considered 

connection  with  this  project  and  invited  any  other  comments  we  may  have. 


The  Federally-listed  endangered  species  which  occur  or  may  occur  within  th( 
project  area  are  the  bald  eagle  (Hal  iaeetus  leucocephalus) .  peregrine  falcor 
(Falco  pereqrinus) .  and  black-footed  ferret  (Mustela  nigripes) .  Pursuant 
Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration,  as  the  responsible  Federal  agency,  must  determine  if] 
the  proposed  actions  may  affect  these  endangered  species.  If  you  or  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  determine  that  any  of  these  species  may  be 
affected,  it  will  be  necessary  to  initiate  formal  consultation  with  this 
office.  The  following  information  and  recommendations  may  aid  you  in  that 
determination. 

Prairie  dog  (Cvnomvs  su.)  towns  are  considered  potential  habitat  for  black- 
footed  ferrets.  Considering  the  specific  location  of  the  proposed  project, 
the  potential  for  encountering  prairie  dogs  may  be  low.  However,  if  prairie 
dog  towns  are  found  to  occur  within  the  project  rights-of-way,  surveys  for 
black-footed  ferrets  may  need  to  be  conducted  and  survey  reports  submitted  to 
this  office  for  review  and  concurrence  within  one  year  prior  to  disturbance  to 
the  towns.  Please  contact  us  ^or   guidelines  for  conducting  ferret  surveys  if 
you  determine  that  prairie  dog  towns  or  ferrets  may  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  project. 


Both  peregrine  falcons  and  bald  eagles  may  occur  in  the  area  as 
fall  migrants.  Bald  bald  eagles  may  occasionally  occur  nearby 
residents.  We  are  not  aware  of  peregrine  falcon  or  bald  eagle 
territories  in  or  near  the  project  area.  While  we  do  not  fores 
substantive  issues  with  the  proposed  project  with  regard  to  the 
peregrine  falcon,  any  powerlines  in  the  vicinity,  if  not  proper 
could  pose  electrocution  hazards  for  these  species.  To  conserv 
and  other  large  raptors  protected  by  Federal  law,  we  urge  that 
that  may  need  to  be  modified  or  reconstructed  as  a  result  of  th 
raptor-proofed  following  the  criteria  and  techniques  outlined  i 
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Research  Report  No.  4,  "Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor  Protection  on 
PowFjrlines  -  The  State  of  the  Art  in  1981".  A  copy  may  be  obtained  from: 

Jim  Fitzpatrick,  Treasurer 
Raptor  Research  Foundation 
Carpenter  St.  Croix  Nature  Center 
12805  St.  Croix  Trail 
Hastings,  Minnesota  55033. 

We  have  no  information,  at  present,  on  the  potential  for  the  project  to 
adversely  impact  wetland  habitats.  However,  we  assume  that  a  wetland 
inventory  and  impact  assessment  has  or  will  be  completed  in  accordance  with 
the  1989,  "Interagency  Memorandum  of  Understanding:  Management  and  Mitigation 
of  Highway  Construction  Impacts  to  Wetlands  in  the  State  of  Montana".  We  urge 
completion  of  any  needed  wetland  mitigation  in  full  accordance  with  that 
Memorandum  of  Understanding. 

We  lack  the  necessary  information  in  this  office  to  determine  whether  or  not 
the  proposed  project  would  cross  lands  owned  or  managed  by  the  Service.  In 
this  regard,  we  note  that  if  such  lands  are  involved  it  would  be  necessary  to 
obtain  a  right-of-way  from  this  agency.  The  appropriate  local  contact,  in 
such  an  event,  is  the  Manager,  Benton  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  P.O.  Box 
450.  Black  Eagle.  Montana  59414  (727-7400). 

We  appreciate  your  efforts  to  consider  and  conserve  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  including  threatened  and  endangered  species.  If  you  have  questions 
regarding  this  letter,  please  contact  Mr.  Gary  Wood  of  our  Billings  Suboffice 
(406)  657-6750. 


Sincerely, 


M 


pefc-J4t:Master 
field  Supervisor 
'-Montana/Wyoming  Field  Office 


cc:  Suboffice  Coordinator,  USFWS,  Fish  &  Wildlife  Enhancement  (Billings,  MT) 
Manager,  Benton  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge  (Black  Eagle,  MT) 
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MOMTAriA  riATURAL  HERITAGE  PROGRAM 


1515  East  Sixth  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana  59620 

(406)  444-3009 
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February  22,  1991 


Edrie  L.  Vinson 
Department  of  Highways 
Environmental  Section 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana   59620 

Dear  Ms.    Vinson: 


Date  Reed.  Preconst 


SiSki 


;^ 


_  .^OOifice  Mgr 
^  ^32  Road  Dosign 


1/ 


MAIL  ROUTE 


0  Preconst  Engr 


30  Assistant 


34  Hydraulics 


35  Survey  &  Mapping 
J  J  Trattic 


ia  Consultant 


7" 


iiiiiJ^fFi 


— ^ 


In  response  to  your  requests,  we  checked  our  database  for 
information  on  sensitive  species  in  the  vicinity  of  seven  highway 
projects. 


To  summarize  the  results  of  the  data  search: 


Sweet  Grass  Creek: 

1  sensitive  species  record 


Geyser  North: 

No   records 


^^  s-^z-zOjo 


Fairfield  -  Power:         P  ^  ^3  J"  I  (-^JV 

No  records 

Hanover  -  East  &  West:  Or     t/^^  -  ZC^)^7 

No  records  ^ 


Mi 


Ik  River  Bridge  (Riprap):   p  J-^  (j^  ^^^ 


No  records 
Rogers  Pass  -  West: 


s  fass  -  west:  C^    -^  J      P  /    \a 

4  sensitive  species  records.    r  •^/"^  LI^J^3 

The  attached  printouts  provide  more  detail  on  these  occurrences 


The  riature  Conservancy  and  Montana  State  Library 
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